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PROCEEDINGS OF THE BROWN COUNTY ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE

Pursuant to Section 19.84 Wis. Stats., a regular meeting of the Brown County Administration Committee was held
on Thursday, March 28, 2013 in Room 200 of the Northern Building, 305 East Walnut Street, Green Bay, Wisconsin.

Present: Chair Steve Fewell, Supervisor Steffen, Supervisor Moynihan
Excused: Supervisor Jamir, Supervisor Carpenter
Also Present: Brent Miller, Dave Hjalmquist, Juliana Ruenzel, Troy Streckenbach, Lynn Vanden Langenberg.

Call to Order.
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Steve Fewell at 5:17 p.m.
Approve/Modify Agenda.

Motion made by Supervisor Steffen, seconded by Supervisor Moynihan to move Items
17 a & b to follow Item 1a. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Approve/Modify Minutes of February 28, 2013.

Motion made by Supervisor Steffen, seconded by Supervisor Moynihan to approve. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Comments from the Public: None

1. Review of minutes:
a) Housing Authority (February 18, 2013).

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to receive and place on file.
Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Although shown in the proper format here, items 17 a & b were taken at this time.

Communications:
2. Communication from Supervisor Steffen re: A budget development policy. Held for one month.

Supervisor Steffen stated this had been created last year and has spent a few months making its way
through Committees and to the County Executive. Some adjustments have been made to the original
policy. One is based on Supervisor Lund’s input in which he thought that this should be not only for
budget increases but also for budget reductions. The other change was based on some of the other
counties that have similar policies and was for adjusting the notification period from five business days to
four business days.

Steffen continued that the core part of this policy is that at budget time he believes it would be helpful if
there was a little more transparency and disclosure to the media, the public, staff and colleagues as to
what is being proposed from a budgetary standpoint. This would help alleviate the scramble on budget
day in which staff is having to quickly put together information that may be incomplete and further that
the Board has not had the opportunity to discuss or discern with constituents and the press has not had
an opportunity to present it either. Steffen felt this was appropriate as a courtesy and a policy and as
part of transparency we should be requesting and requiring that we have supervisors provide their
thoughts on budgetary adjustments a minimum of four business days in advance. As a point of reference,
Steffen stated the Board spent a full month to review, discuss, develop and distribute a thank you note to
Donald Driver. When making multi-miilion dollar determinations Steffen felt all parties should be
provided the opportunity to have four business days to review the same. Steffen continued that this is
obviously not something that is out of the ordinary as a number of other counties already have this type
of provision.



Fewell stated that typically the budget meeting is held on a Monday or Tuesday, however Moynihan
stated that the budget meeting will fall on a Wednesday this year. Fewell stated that if the budget
meeting is held on Wednesday, that would provide the two days prior as well as Thursday and Friday of
the previous week. He questioned if this would still allow time to have documentation included in the
weekly packet without having to have Sheriffs Deputies deliver the packets. Steffen stated this was a
good question and he thought that most people would be able to receive information electronically but
he is not familiar with the process in the Board Office. Fewell felt that if this was amended to five
business days, at least for the upcoming budget session, this would at least get it to the Wednesday
preceding the meeting which would probably be the deadline for County Board staff to get
documentation included in the packet. Moynihan agreed and stated that that is the reason the budget
meeting is slated for Wednesday this year because this should give ample time for changes beforehand.
Director of Administration Brent Miller stated that someone could still bring something up at the eleventh
hour pursuant to statutes.

Steffen stated that this would be an internal policy and Moynihan stated it would be more of a courtesy
issue and he liked the idea. Fewell stated that if an ordinance was created it still would not allow the
Board to be more restrictive than statutes permit. Miller stated that it would not be possible to preclude
someone from bringing something forward. Moynihan stated that over the years with repetition it may
change the mindsets going forward.

Fewell felt it may be more consistent if the policy were to state if it were the Tuesday prior to the budget
meeting, although the Tuesday prior to the budge meeting this year would be the day before the meeting.
Fewell stated if this was changed to five days’ notice it would solve it for this particular budget year and
probably for a lot of budget years. Moynihan felt that five days made more sense than four days.

Steffen questioned the procedure on this and Fewell stated that this would go to County Board in
resolution form and that all resolutions, whether passed or not, go to County Board. Moynihan further
explained that all resolutions are reflected at the Board level.

Motion made by Supervisor Fewell, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to amend the proposed policy from
four business days to five business days. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Motion made by Supervisor Steffen, seconded by Supervisor Moynihan to approve as amended and
forward to Executive Committee. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Child Support

3.

Budget Status Financial Report for December, 2012.
See action at Item 4.
Director’s Report.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to receive and place on file ltems
3 & 4. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Information Services

5.

Budget Status Financial Report for December, 2012.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to receive and place on file. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Director’s Report.

IS Director David Hjalmgquist commented on the last bullet point contained on his report in the agenda
packet, and stated that the County is in negotiations with Merit as they have now started to move forward
with the Highway 41 fiber optic project. They will be moving down the Highway 41 corridor and they also



have a need to get out to the UWGB Campus so there will also be discussions with Merit as far as
connecting East Shore Drive out to UWGB to connect with WiscNet which is Merit’s sister in Wisconsin.
This will give Brown County the capacity to potentially provide services to other municipalities. Hjalmquist
will bring forward the bids along with information and recommendations at the next Admin meeting.

Hjalmquist also reported that he found out earlier in the day that the RFP for the Council Chambers at City
Hall was approved by the City Finance Committee and will be going in front of the City Council at their next
meeting for approval at which point they will begin to move forward with the upgrades to the Chambers.
Moynihan asked what the RFP cost was and Hjalmquist indicated it came in at about $ 89,000 and of this;
the County has set aside $50,000 for the project. He also noted that there will be several items left to buy
such as a projector and a new printer.

Fewell asked if there was anything in the Chambers upgrade RFP that would supply electrical outlets for
the supervisors to be able to use laptops at their desks. Hjalmquist stated that he thought the RFP
included electric, but he will look into this further. Fewell stated as it is currently set up supervisors have
no ability to plug in electronic devices at their desks.

Fewell also asked if responses have been received with regard to the audio visual project proposed for
Room 200 of the Northern Building. Hjalmquist stated that they had a walk through attended by four
vendors and they received one proposal from the RFP process and this vendor is the same vendor that won
the bid at City Hall. Moynihan stated that he had spoken with Hjalmquist on this matter earlier and next
month Hjalmquist will be bringing forward additional information. Moynihan felt it was important to do
this while it was still fresh in everyone’s mind because he felt the whole ideal was mischaracterized last
week and he felt that perhaps when people see it they will have a different outlook.

Steffen brought up an issue the Health Department is having with their phones in that they are not able to
receive odor complaints regarding Sanimax as there is an “off” after-hours message. Apparently the
system has not adequately worked for the communities as well as the Health Department and Steffen
asked Hjalmquist if some of the upgrades being done to the phone system will address these issues and be
available to the Health Department. Hjalmquist stated he would have to verify that the Health Department
is on the phone system, and, if they are, there should be plenty of options with regard to front end
messaging and after hours messaging.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to receive and place on file. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Department of Administration

7.

Budget Status Financial Report for December, 2012.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to receive and place on file. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Countywide 2012 Financial Statement Results — Unaudited.

Director of Administration Brent Miller stated this ties in with his director’s report. He directed the
Committee’s attention to the report and stated there are a few things that have been highlighted from the
report. He continued that the Treasurer has a net loss of $588,922 and this is due to the fact that the
County is losing interest and penalties from people paying their taxes late because now when a bank
forecloses they are settling up quicker so they do not have to pay interest and penalties. One other
significant thing is that the Register of Deeds processed a significant number of transactions towards the
end of the year which resulted in $182,535 being returned to the general fund. Unfortunately the Clerk of
Courts is coming in at $219,000 over budget and this relates mainly to guardian ad litem fees.

Fewell stated in looking at this report there is a column for the levy amount and a column for the actual
need amount. He felt that with accounting principles there should be a certain percentage of leeway in
which a budget comes in, whether it’s three percent or something similar but if a department is way over
or way under, the Board can start asking questions. Fewell continued that Public Safety Communications is



10.
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$209,447 under budget of a $5 million dollar budget, but in looking at the Medical Examiner’s office there
is $175,421 in levy and $75,324 is what was actually needed and that’s $100,000 that has been over
budgeted. Miller stated that with regard to the Medical Examiner there was more revenue that came in
that was not budgeted for. This revenue was due to more cremations and there was also some changes in
health insurance. Miller stated that there are more people being cremated than there were in the past and
this is a statewide trend. Fewell stated he has always questioned the fees as he does not like the fact that
the County is making $100,000 more than anticipated. This says to him that there is a fairly significant
death tax that is being put on families. He questioned why we are raising so much money off of death.

Steffen stated that one of the things the government often fails to do is develop a system that is financially
sustainable. He asked Miller if he believed the revenue, when taking into account overhead and everything
else that is involved with the process, far exceeds all the expenses. Miller asked if he was asking
specifically about the Medical Examiner and Steffen stated he was. Miller stated that based on the
information, and he noted that this is the unaudited report that has been submitted, it does take into
account all those things so based on the numbers right now it includes everything.

Fewell asked Miller if they look at trends as the Medical Examiner’s office has consistently returned over
$100,000 annually. Mitler did not get into any trends. Fewell continued that budget wise, if they are
always returning $100,000, his inclination would be that the budget should be cut. County Executive Troy
Streckenbach stated that they have cut the Medical Examiner’s budget. Streckenbach continued that each
year the trend was showing an aging population so each year they have lowered their budget. Miller can
get specific figures and Fewell stated he would like to see the figures. Moynihan commented that to the
Executive’s point, if you have an aging demographic, it is all reflected appropriately. Miller stated that in
looking at the Clerk of Courts, where they are $291,000 over budget, there is no way to project that this
would have happened from guardian ad litem fees. Streckenbach felt perhaps a deeper look should be
taken at this and the Medical Examiner should be asked to better verify this information as it is a rather
large return in comparison to the size of the budget.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to receive and place on file Items
8 & 13. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

2013 Budget Adjustment Log.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to receive and place on file. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Semi-annual Vehicle Listing Report - request to remove.

Miller stated that this report lists all of the vehicles the County currently has. He questioned if the
Committee still wished to receive this report on a semi-annual basis. Fewell did not feel there was a
reason to get this report on a semi-annual basis but he did feel that an annual report would be
appropriate. Steffen did not know what information should or could be gleaned from this report. Fewell
stated this came about when they were looking and trying to find how many vehicles a certain department
had and it was sometimes hard to figure out. This report was generated to show the vehicles each
department has so the Board would have an idea of how many vehicles are actually out there.

Streckenbach pointed out that Public Works is actually in charge of fleet management and therefore this
report should probably go to PD & T Committee instead of Administration Committee. Streckenbach
continued that Public Works turns this over to Admin because ultimately Admin finances and this is a large
cost that we are sitting on and he felt that it would be appropriate for Admin to see this report so that
when PD & T is getting their report from Public Works this would tie into Admin.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan to receive and place on file and instruct Administration to provide
an annual report in the month of December. No second. Motion rescinded.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan to receive and place on file and refer the report to PD & T for
future reports. No second.

S|
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12,

13.

Motion made by Supervisor Steffen, seconded by Supervisor Moynihan to receive and place on file and
that PD & T refer the fleet management report to Administration Committee for review. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Resolution Supporting Efforts to Maintain the Tax-Exempt Status of Municipal Bonds.

Miller stated this could have a huge impact on the County and could generate $338 million dollars for the
federal government making all bonds taxable, plus the fact that it could have an impact on all the retired
people that have mutual funds and bonds and could have a huge impact on the amount of money that they
would lose.

Miller noted that when this resolution was drafted he omitted something that he would like to have added
and that is that it be forwarded to the US legislators and representatives.

Motion by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to amend the resolution to add the
words “and forward to Wisconsin federal delegation” to the end of the resolution. Vote taken. MOTION
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to approve as amended. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Ordinance creating Section 3.35 of the Brown County Code entitled “Purchasing Ordinance”.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to approve. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Director’s Report.

See action at Item 8 above.

Human Resources

14.

15.

16.

Budget Status Financial Report for December, 2012.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to receive and place on file. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Activity Report for February, 2013

Motion made by Supervisor Steffen, seconded by Supervisor Moynihan to receive and place on file. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Director’s Report.

Interim HR Director Lynn Vanden Langenberg stated that they have recently had some training with their
vendors and later this year or early next year they should be able to implement the E- Suite where
employees will be able to log on through the internet and have access to their pay check and make address
changes and perform similar functions.

Steffen asked Vanden Langenberg if she had any thoughts or ideas on how to better handle the class issues
and reclassification efforts. He gets concerned when the Board goes through each single class and has
hour and a half debates on each position. To him it seems that government is taking away control that had
been entrusted in her as a high level employee in the County and he is wondering if she has any thoughts
or can provide some ideas as to what she could do differently, what the County could do differently, what
other counties are doing to possibly address what he considers to be a problematic situation.
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Vanden Langenberg stated that they are at a crossroads and indicated that they had 19 different pay scales
with the different bargaining units. As positions come open and if it is apparent that they are way outside
of the market, to her it seems the most responsible thing to do is take a look at that and introduce a new
employee at a rate closer to market, understanding that when we had our wage comparability study done
there might be an adjustment there, but otherwise she felt there would be a lot of people that fall outside
of the market range. She continued that maybe it is a little bit too much to ask people to understand that
this is an interim process until we get the wage comparability process in place but we have to remember
that every month if we hire new employees we might be bringing them in outside of market. Maybe more
education on how all of this transpired and the situation that we are in right now might help. In defense of
the Board, Vanden Langenberg stated she does not know if they have seen the wage scale for all of the
contracts. They see dollars in the budget but some of the positions are hired at the top step that might not
be where the employees are actually placed on hire, but that is where the budget is. In the case of the
housekeepers, for example, there are actually three different bargaining units that they fall into so this is
three different wages just for one position.

Vanden Langenberg put together a list of all County employees and the unit they are in for the vendor that
will be assisting with the study. If you see those staged out by pay rate, you would see also that there are a
lot of inequities.

Streckenbach offered some suggestions and stated that best practice is to look at other counties. Not all
counties follow the same scenarios, however, without any doubt the County Board controls wages and
benefits and compensation and also the table of organization. The question is how in depth the Board
wants to be in control of that. Each year a budget is submitted which includes wages and benefits and you
can see from year to year if it is going up or down and the Board can question the administration on that.
One way of avoiding this is to say that rather than line item every position, as long as the administration is
working within the budget that is given to them and the number of employees has not been increased in
the table of organization and this is being properly reported, this is one way for the administration to do
that. Streckenbach continued that there are admittedly a lot of arguments against that approach and he
felt that some of the more experienced Board members would be able to attribute to those arguments.
Streckenbach said that at one time when they intended to pass a budget that did not have all the detail in
there, the Board requested that the budget book be redone with all of the line items in it. Thisis not a
question about whether or not the Board has trust in the administration and trust in the items that are
presented to each oversight entity in the ability for us to manage the budget that the Board appropriates.
This does not necessarily avoid the dispute, because in the end if an employee felt that they were not
being properly adjusted for, that does not change them from wanting to and having the ability to come in
and express their opinion.

Steffen stated that one of the things it may change is the way it is presented and when it is presented if
this is the appropriate Committee to be running these types of HR type items, is if people want to be
involved in that discussion this is where they should be. When individual wages are posted they are like
bright shiny objects for some on the Board and they become fixated on it. Steffen felt it was a simple
thing for them to fixate that the wages should be different. Steffen did agree with Streckenbach in that
there is an element of trust but he felt the Board could still provide transparency and checks and balances
but if there is a way that it can be compactly put together, he felt this should be done. Steffen was
hopeful that some thought could be given as to how to avoid not the transparency and not the control, but
the way the time is being spent on the County Board discussing these issues.

Fewell stated that what got him at the last County Board meeting was that it was unusual to have such a
debate when the intention was to lower the salary range for a position. The areas that should have huge
amounts of debates are when there are significant increases to positions and this has been his concern
about a new class and comp study. The Board is looking at positions like the Nursing Home Administrator
who is retiring and has a wage of about $75,000 and stated the County would not be able to hire a new
Administrator for that amount. The current administrator is probably underpaid by $20,000. If a class and
comp study comes back and says they should be paying closer to $90,000 and there is a large increase, that
isn’t going to fly. We have to do some of this stuff when positions like that are open. This has to be
addressed because we are behind in some positions. In some of these positions that are underpaid, there
would be no way to get them to where they should be by the time they retire with the County Board
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because you could give them an increase of $5,000 over the next three years until they get up to where
they should be, but people would say “you’re giving a $5,000 increase” and people would be out
campaigning on it. This is the catch that Fewell sees with a class and comp study and he feels it is going to
be a very difficult thing and he felt we may be better off to reclass these things when we can. He felt it was
a bit of an anomaly that the Board was arguing over lowering wages.

Streckenbach stated that the Board has to be prepared to take ownership of the issues created for the last
decade. Both Fewell and Moynihan agreed with this. Streckenbach continued that we have some major
compression issues in front of us and it will be a very interesting debate because we are going to be in
some challenging circumstances in the very near future as to how to address these issues. By the same
token, Streckenbach stated that decisions need to be made because there may be individuals within the
organization that are compensated very well and a strategy needs to be developed as to how to address
that situation as well. Streckenbach continued that we need to have a strategy otherwise we are going to
continue to create an employee morale issue. Fewell stated that you cannot keep talented qualified
employees without paying them and you also cannot keep morale up for those who are willing to sacrifice
and take a lower wage to keep their families here. Streckenbach stated for the employees who are in
severe compression issues, he does not know if it as much the wage as it is the recognition in that the
County actually has some type of plan. He felt that for a lot of employees, if they were concerned about
what they were making, there probably would have been a lot more flight. He felt that employees enjoy
living in Brown County because it has a lot to offer and there is a good quality of life here and employees
want to stay here. The big challenge of course is that we are able as a community, both the administration
and the County Board, to demonstrate to the employees that we have a plan that we are going to exercise.
Streckenbach continued that over the last two years everyone’s paycheck has been held or lowered and
there has not been a huge flight because of that. Fewell stated that there has been a lot of flight over the
last ten years and a lot of people have left, even before Streckenbach was elected as County Executive.
Fewell stated that the County Board has not stayed up in paying some of the employees, particularly some
of the professionals, what they should be paid. Part of this is the administrative side of it because the
union side continued to get increases the entire time. The administration side did not get anything.
Administration-wise, Fewell felt there probably were some administrative employees who are higher salary
employees that are probably underpaid, while others may be fairly paid and he felt the study will show
this. He acknowledged that there are some serious problems in that area and he is willing to take this on,
but he knows it is going to be a political upheaval to try to look at a plan that says this is what we have to
do to be fair with people.

Streckenbach stated that the good thing is that Human Services Committee talked about this very issue at
their meeting this month. Human Services is going into closed session to examine this issue more closely.
They recognize the issue and are starting to have the debate on their own level and Streckenbach
welcomed each Committee to really start to have this debate. Streckenbach continued that we need to
vie behind our employees and he felt we need to come up with a plan that enables him to be able to keep
his promise. He is not going to give the Board a budget that is smoke and mirrors. He will give a budget
that he can stand behind and hopefully the employees can stand behind. At the same time, there needs to
be a strategy in how to address this. This will be a challenge and the administration and the Board will
need to work together and collectively.

Fewell stated we are coming out of the period of time when we were working under union contracts and
budgeting accordingly and this is what Vanden Langenberg said earlier. There are some employees where
under union contract we are budgeting them at $16.50 or whatever it was, but not all of them are getting
this wage. It seems to Fewell that there has to be money somewhere that can help address the
compression issue.

Steffen said if the structure of this class and comp study is agreed upon or voted upon by the Board or
there is some formula being used that is agreed upon in advance of the numbers and positions being
dropped into it people will be a little more held to it. Obviously people are going to come back if the
numbers are not favorable to them and say that the numbers are off and appropriate comparables were
not used. Maybe if we can get the Board on record as having a majority saying we agree to the
comparables that are being used and a good pitch is put on as to why they make sense, this may be
helpful.



Streckenbach stated that he asked for three supervisors to sit on this in oversight with the goal that if we
can get those three individuals to back the plan, the County Board will respect the work that this
commission will do and hopefully downplay some of the debate. Of course this cannot be guaranteed.
Unfortunately the study will not be prepared and ready for the next upcoming budget but will be
something that will be implemented throughout 2014 and ultimately 2015. Streckenbach stated that the
supervisors he has met with have asked what we are going to do to address the issue. Internally
administration has been trying to address this issue and ultimately it would be best if individual
departments think outside the box and the Board subscribes to new strategies.

Fewell felt there was some wisdom to what Steffen said. You can take three supervisors and put them on a
commission and it is not going to get the buy in of the County Board. If you look at the comparables and
you bring those comparables to the County Board and the Board agrees upon it as a whole, then there is
the fact that when the numbers come back, we are just looking at the raw numbers. Streckenbach stated
that he has faith in the overall County Board.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to receive and place on file.
Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

17. Discussion and possible action regarding the proposed settlement offer on the hazardous waste claim at
Marine Shale Processors Site.

a. Closed Session: Discussion with legal counsel regarding strategy with respect to the  claim and
settlement proposal for the hazardous waste at the Marine Shale Processors Site.

b. Open Session: Discussion and possible action on the claim and settlement proposal for the
hazardous waste at the Marine Shale Processors Site.

It should be noted that no closed session was held.

Corporation Counsel Juliana Ruenzel provided the Committee with documents she received from the DNR
verifying that materials were dumped at the Marine Shale site in Louisiana on at least four occasions in
1988, 1989, 1992 and 1993. Based on these records which were obtained from the US Department of
Justice, Marine Shale wants the County to pay $8,000 as a settlement for the County’s dumping of dirty
materials. Ruenzel does not know what exactly was dumped, but one of the codes indicate it may have
been some sort of paint thinner or something similar. Ruenzel continued that Brown County had a small
amount of dirty materials that were dumped. This material was sent through a transporter but that does
not matter as the law looks at it as strict liability. A release will be provided by Marine Shale upon
payment and they should not come back after the County again unless they find other manifest that
shows that the County dumped more than five tons.

Ruenzel continued that what happened is the EPA came to Marine Shale and advised them that the site
needed to be cleaned up. Marine Shale looked at the manifest and saw who the major players were who
were putting hazardous materials into the site. Those major players were 17 parties that formed this
group of potential responsible parties. They formed this Marine Shale group and will share the cost of
whatever it takes to clean up to the EPA standards. Brown County could be pulled into this and assessed
a portion of the cost and this cost would probably be a monthly cost which would cover attorney fees,
clean-up costs, testing costs, drilling costs, etc.

Fewell stated that he had spoken with Corporation counsel on this and in the grand scheme of the whole
thing, to be able to get out of the liability of this for $8,000 is appropriate as it would not take very long to
accrue that amount in attorney fees alone. Moynihan agreed and Fewell felt that if Marine Shale would
let Brown County out for $8,000 the County should do this. He supports passing this and moving forward.

On another note, Ruenzel stated that sometimes if you go back far enough you can go after your
insurance carrier to look to see if there was coverage under a general liability. She has done this, but the
policy that was in effect at the time cannot be located, but according to Barb West we were part of the
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system we were are currently in and she is in the process of obtaining the policy. West has been advised,
however, that as of 1986 they put the pollution exclusion into the contract so if this exclusion does in fact
exist the County will be unable to collect on the insurance policy, but Ruenzel will still review the policy
when she receives it to double check.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to have Corporation Counsel
draft a resolution and signifying the payment of $8,000 from the general fund therein and forward to
the County Board. Vote taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

County Clerk — No agenda items.
Treasurer — No agenda items.

18.

19.

20.

Audit of bills.

Motion made by Supervisor Moynihan, seconded by Supervisor Steffen to pay the bills. Vote taken.
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Such other matters as authorized by law.

Supervisor Moynihan recommended that when the full makeup of the Committee is present, due to
tardiness and absences, we could look at changing the start time of the meetings. Moynihan brings this
up as this is the second time in his term that he has been at this meeting in an ex-officio capacity. Fewell
stated that the Committee had already had an informal discussion on this and it will be taken under
consideration.

Adjourn.

Motion made by Supervisor Steffen, seconded by Supervisor Moynihan to adjourn at 6:24 p.m. Vote
taken. MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Respectfully submitted,

Therese Giannunzio
Recording Secretary



MINUTES
BROWN COUNTY HOUSING AUTHORITY
Monday, March 18, 2013, 3:00 p.m.
City Hall, 100 N. Jefferson Street, Room 400
Green Bay, Wi 54301

MEMBERS PRESENT: Tom Diedrick—Chair, Ann Hartman, Sup. Andy Nicholson, Corday
Goddard

MEMBERS EXCUSED: Rich Aicher-Vice Chair

OTHERS PRESENT: Rob Strong, Robyn Hallet, Ben Fauske, Matt Roberts, Pat Leifker,
DonElla Payne, Dawn DeWitt, Randy Gast, John Heugel

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

1.

Approval of the minutes from the February 18, 2013, meeting of the Brown County Housing
Authority

A motion was made by Sup. A. Nicholson and seconded by A. Hartman to approve the
minutes from the February 18, 2013, Brown County Housing Authority meeting. Motion
carried.

STAFF REPORT:
12. Introduction of new commissioner

Everyone in attendance introduced themselves. R. Hallet introduced C. Goddard as a new
commissioner to the BCHA. She stated that he is the Assistant Dean for Student
Development at St. Norbert College and has been involved with Ecumenical Partnership for
Housing. C. Goddard expressed his interest in the area of housing and his appreciation for
the opportunity to be on the BCHA. Everyone welcomed him.

COMMUNICATIONS:
2. FSS reprocessing award notification from HUD dated February 19, 2013

R. Hallet explained that HUD has completed the reprocessing of the FSS funding that was
previously awarded and as a result, there is no change to the FSS Coordinator funding the
BCHA was previously awarded. We will continue to receive the total amount of $135,462 to
fund three positions.

PBCA NOFA status update posted February 20, 2013

R. Hallet explained she chose to share this notice to give Commissioners an update on the
Project Based Contract Administration NOFA that BCHA had applied for in conjunction with
Nan McKay & Associates and LOMOD many months ago. As this notice indicates, there
has been no resolution yet to the suspension of awarding the NOFA. This notice indicates
that the courts would make a determination regarding this issue before the end of June. It is
unknown how much longer after that time before housing authorities would receive
information regarding the status of their application.
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4. HAIG dividend notification dated February 20, 2013

R. Hallet explained that BCHA has received a Supplemental Dividend of $530.90 from
Housing Authority Insurance Group for 2011.

5. HUD Sequestration letters dated February 25 and March 7, 2013, regarding cuts to the 2013
budget and HCV Program

R. Hallet stated that the BCHA has received two letters from HUD regarding sequestration:
the first one was to notify housing authorities of potential funding cuts due to the impending
sequestration. The subsequent letter explained that sequestration had in fact been ordered
as of March 1 and, as a result, there would be cuts to both the Housing Assistance Payment
funding, as well as Administrative funds. R. Hallet stated the impact of this would be
discussed in further detail with Agenda ltem #10.

REPORTS:
6. Report on Housing Choice Voucher Rental Assistance Program

A

Preliminary Applications
P. Leifker reported that there were 123 preliminary applications for February 2013.

Unit Count
P. Leifker reported that the unit count for February 2013 was 3,064.

Housing Assistance Payments Expenses
P. Leifker stated that the HAP expense for February 2013 was $1,213,860.

Housing Quality Standard Inspection Compliance

M. Roberts reported that there were 440 inspections for February 2013. Of those,
57.73% passed the first inspection, 18.41% passed their reevaluation inspection, and
23.86% failed their inspection.

Program Activity/52681B (administrative costs, portability activity, SEMAP)

D. DeWitt reported that there were 261 port-outs with an associated HAP expense of
$215,150. She also reported that ICS underspent by $1,220 in February 2013, and FSS
was underspent by $3,055.

Family Self-Sufficiency Program (client count, escrow accounts, graduates, new
contracts, homeownership)

D. Payne reported that there were 96 FSS clients in February 2013, 34 of them had an
escrow account, and there were no graduates, 7 new contracts, and 73 homeowners.

. VASH Reports (active VASH, new VASH)

D. Payne reported that there were 19 VASH clients for February 2013 and no new VASH
clients.

Langan Investigations Criminal Background Screening and Fraud Investigations

P. Leifker reported that there were 9 new investigations assigned in February 2013, 6 of
which were closed and 3 remained active. Of the 178 new applications processed, one
was denied. There was one addition to household background check completed in
February.
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There was discussion regarding the 5-page report listing the addresses of all of the new
application background checks. The Commissioners agreed that this level of detail was
no longer necessary and instead a report that indicated how many applicants passed or
failed the background check in each municipality would be sufficient.

I.  Reasons for Background Screening Denials
P. Leifker reported that there were no background screenings this month that were
denied by Langan which had not been previously caught by ICS, so there is nothing new
to report.

OLD BUSINESS:
7. Discussion and possible action regarding the final version of ICS HCV contract

T. Diedrick introduced this topic, giving background regarding the progress toward finalizing
a contract extension. R. Hallet explained that the agenda packet contained the version of
the contract extension that was available at the time the agenda was distributed; however,
since then it has had further modifications, so the version which was passed out at the
meeting is what is hoped will be the final version to be approved today.

R. Gast expressed appreciation for the collaboration in working on this extension and
reviewed some of the main points of this new contract. This agreement, referred to as the
2014 Agreement, begins when the 2013 one-year extension expires at the end of December
2013 and continues through December 31, 2015. In Section #5, the Agreement states that
at the beginning of each year ICS will transfer to BCHA any HCV funds not disbursed by
ICS. Section #6 explains the new payment arrangement, which consists of ICS providing
BCHA with an annual budget for approval, BCHA will pay ICS two months’ worth of the
approved budget for the first month of the Agreement so ICS has funds available to pay their
expenses. Thereafter, ICS will provide to BCHA monthly reimbursement requests based on
actual expenditures, and BCHA will reimburse ICS expenditures in compliance with the
approved budget. The Agreement contains Exhibit A which lists several efforts expected to
be taken to provide respectful service to the public, to be vigilant in combating fraud and
abuse, and to provide for BCHA oversight. Exhibit B outlines additional obligations
regarding access to financial information and data, ICS HCV budget and financial
accountability, ICS HCV staffing and compensation levels, software data ownership, and
joint ICS/BCHA meetings. R. Gast explained that the final signed version would also
contain the ICS organizational chart as Attachment B-1 and ICS compensation ranges per
position as Attachment B-2.

T. Diedrich asked Sup. A. Nicholson if he thought that the County Board would be satisfied
with this Agreement. Sup. A. Nicholson responded that he did; however, he would request
that at the end of this 2014 Agreement that an RFP be conducted to allow other entities an
opportunity to submit a proposal to administer the program.

A motion was made by Sup. A. Nicholson and seconded by C. Goddard to approve the final

version of the ICS HCV Contract, with the addition of an RFP to be conducted for the
administration of the HCV Program before this contract expires. Motion carried.
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8. Discussion and possible action regarding BCHA conversion loan repayment

R. Hallet reminded commissioners that this item was discussed at the February 2013
meeting, at which time the Authority agreed that staff would work with the homeowner
regarding a repayment agreement for the portion of the BCHA loan which would not be paid
off in the short sale. She reiterated that the loan was for a total of $5,000, of which $2,500
would be paid off with the short sale. R. Hallet explained that she has been in discussions
with S. Schoeneman at NeighborWorks regarding the repayment agreement. The contract
for NeighborWorks’' administration of this program states that repaid loans would be
collected by NeighborWorks to make new loans available to new homebuyers. Therefore, it
was agreed that NeighborWorks would arrange and sign the repayment agreement with the
family and would also collect the payments. As of R. Hallet's most recent discussions with
NeighborWorks, the amount of the monthly repayment hadn’t yet been determined, but it
was expected to be approximately $50 per month.

The closing on the short sale was to be March 20, but it has since been postponed to an
undetermined date in April.

A motion was made by Sup. A. Nicholson and seconded by A. Hartman to approve the
above explained arrangement. Motion carried.

9. Discussion and possible action regarding port-outs

D. DeWitt and P. Leifker explained the financial impact that vouchers which are ported out of
Brown County have on the HCV Program. When a voucher is ported out, the receiving
housing authority can choose to absorb the client into their program by issuing the family
their own voucher or they can choose to bill the initial housing authority for the cost of the
voucher. If a housing authority is not issuing vouchers, then they do not absorb vouchers
either, so many housing authorities, especially those in large urban areas where there is a
long or closed waiting list, bill ICS for the voucher that was ported there. The problem with
this is two-fold. Compared to Brown County, the housing cost in many of the areas families
choose to port to is much higher; therefore, we are often paying a much larger Housing
Assistance Payment for the ported out voucher. In addition, the initial housing authority only
retains a small portion of the administrative fees for ported out vouchers: Initial housing
authorities must pay 80% of 80% of the administrative fees to the receiving housing
authority. For Brown County, this means that $30.16 is paid to the receiving housing
authority, while we retain only $16.96. While the initial staff work is less to process a
voucher that is porting out, there is a process staff must undertake each month for each
billed voucher, so there are still staffing costs to account for.

Sup. A. Nicholson inquired where the vouchers port to. ICS staff explained that being a
nation-wide program, a family could choose to port their voucher anywhere in the country,
however, two of the housing authorities that ICS ports many vouchers to include Hennepin
County in Minnesota and Chicago Housing Authority.

Sup. A. Nicholson stated that it seems that Brown County has more vouchers than it needs
and inquired who determines how many vouchers a housing authority receives, how that
number is determined, how Brown County obtained the number it has, how and when those
numbers are reallocated, etc. R. Strong explained that some of the reason for the number
of vouchers stems from the fact that Brown County was a pilot program when the
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Experimental Housing Program began. D. DeWitt added that HUD does not analyze need
and reallocate vouchers among housing authorities. D. DeWitt also reiterated that although
Brown County may in theory have 3,381 vouchers, it is important to keep in mind that
housing authorities can only issue as many vouchers as their budget authority aliows,
therefore the number of vouchers in use in Brown County for February was 3,064. Staff
also explained that there is indeed a need for vouchers in Brown County demonstrated by
the length of the waiting list, which is currently approximately 9-12 months. Sup.
A. Nicholson asked for the contact person and phone number for someone at HUD as he'd
like to discuss this with them directly. R. Hallet agreed to provide him with this information.

Discussion continued regarding the federal regulations for portability and the efforts ICS has
taken to address this within our local abilities. D. Payne explained that in 2010 she gathered
a large amount of data which was shared with HUD regarding the impact of portability on the
program; however, to date HUD has not made any changes to the regulations to reduce the
burden on initial housing authorities when receiving housing authorities choose to bill. Sup.
A. Nicholson requested the contact information for HUD so he may speak with them.
R. Strong offered to speak with Antonio Riley, HUD's Regional Administrator for the
Midwest.

T. Diedrick requested that ICS staff put additional information in writing to share with the
commissioners prior to the next meeting so that commissioners can determine if they have
further questions and forward such questions to ICS so they can be prepared to answer
them at the next meeting.

NEW BUSINESS:
10. Discussion and possible action regarding sequestration funding cuts

R. Hallet explained that as the earlier communications from HUD indicate, HUD estimates
that proration for voucher renewal funding will be 94.1% for Fiscal Year 2013. In addition,
administrative fee prorations will be reduced to approximately 68.5%.

ICS and BCHA staff has discussed efforts to absorb the impact of these cuts. HUD has
released several notices giving housing authorities discretion to streamline HCV family
income reviews. R. Hallet explained that while some of these may be beneficial, others may
not be worth the efforts required to implement them. R. Hallet further explained that these
provisions from HUD are temporary through March 2014, so unless HUD decides to make
them permanent, implementing some of these provisions only temporarily may be more
detrimental by causing confusion among participants. However, there are some provisions
which staff has decided would be beneficial and will be discussed in further detail in Agenda
Item #11.

R. Hallet also indicated that both she and M. Roberts have participated in a telephone
conference sponsored by Nan McKay & Associates which provided suggestions to housing
authorities regarding changes they could make in their operations in order to streamline
processes or save funding, both Housing Assistance Payment funding as well as
Administrative Fees. R. Hallet was pleased to report that BCHA and ICS already have in
place many of the suggestions that were provided, demonstrating that we are ahead-of-the-
game compared to some other housing authorities. However, staff did learn of several
suggestions which they will be exploring and discussing further.
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1.

R. Strong indicated that we are fortunate to have reserves available, so we are in a better
situation that some. We are not in a position where we need to make any drastic changes
immediately but will continue to watch the funding situation and will have discussions to
determine what changes we may need to make in the future.

Approval of revisions to Chapter 6 {Income and Subsidy Determinations) and Chapter 11
(Reexaminations) of Administrative Plan

P. Leifker explained that the revisions proposed to Chapters 6 and 11 are some of the
temporary HUD provisions we have decided to implement immediately to increase efficiency
and reduce costs. This change relates to streamlining annual reexaminations for elderly
and disabled families on fixed income. He explained that the verbiage proposed to the
Administrative Plan is taken directly from HUD’s notice regarding this provision. He
summarized that since families on fixed incomes generally have predictable and infrequent
changes to their income, HUD is allowing housing authorities to streamline reexams for such
families. For families in which 100% of their income is from a fixed income source, the
housing authority may apply the published cost of living adjustment to the previously verified
income amounts. This eliminates the need for ICS to send third party verification requests
or to follow up with participants to provide needed verification. The greatest impact will be
for participants who receive State SSI as that benefit amount never changes.

P. Leifker explained that the same language would be used in both of these chapters of the
Administrative Plan, but these two chapters are different in that Chapter 6 addresses
anticipating annual income, whereas Chapter 11 is regarding conducting annual
reexaminations.

R. Hallet added that the phrase “expires March 31, 2014 unless renewed by HUD” has been
added to these sections to eliminate the need to come back for Authority approval in the
future if HUD decides to renew this provision or make it permanent.

A motion was made by Sup. A. Nicholson and seconded by A. Hartman to approve revisions
to Chapter 6 and Chapter 11 of the Administrative Plan. Motion carried.

INFORMATIONAL.:
None

BILLS:
R. Hallet read off the bills, which include:

VandeCastle Law for $693.51 for fraud small claims actions;

John Heugel for $1,035.00 for legal fees for the ICS/BCHA contract;

Two fraud repayment participants in which tax interceptions were taken of incorrect
amounts, so we owed them back $194.81 and $10.00, respectively; and

City of Green Bay for $272.68 for hotel costs for training and office supplies.

A motion was made by Sup. A. Nicholson and seconded by A. Hartman to approve the bills.
Motion carried.

FINANCIAL REPORT:
None
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STAFF REPORT:
R. Strong reported that second interviews for the Senior Accountant position would take place
later this week. Hopefully we will have a new staff person in place within a few weeks.

A motion was made by Sup. A. Nicholson and seconded by A. Hartman to adjourn. Motion
carried.

Meeting adjourned at 4:42 p.m.

rah:ejns
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